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MD280–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning policies of NRC.
However, DOE has no authority in matters pertaining to policies and practices
of NRC.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning operations at
Portsmouth and Paducah.  As described in Section 1.5, DOE may elect to use
depleted uranium hexafluoride stored at these gaseous diffusion plants to
produce the uranium dioxide that would serve as feed material during
fabrication of MOX fuel and for the ceramic immobilization process.
Approximately 0.04 percent (145 t [160 tons]) of DOE’s current inventory of
depleted uranium hexafluoride would be used annually for this purpose.
Environmental analyses supporting this SPD EIS used Portsmouth as a
representative source for depleted uranium hexafluoride.  As discussed in
Chapter 4 of Volume I, no major environmental effects would result from the
use of depleted uranium hexafluoride in the production of uranium dioxide.

USEC was created by Congressional mandate under Title IX of the Energy
Policy Act of 1992.  As described in Section 1202, USEC was created for
several purposes, one of which is to maximize the long-term value of USEC to
the Treasury of the United States.  There is no conspiracy involving DOE to
misuse public funds in the matter of USEC or any other matter.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning the requirement for
environmental impact statements at Portsmouth and Paducah.  As discussed
in Section 1.8.1, environmental conditions at Portsmouth and Paducah are
described in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Alternative Strategies for the Long-Term Management and Use of Depleted
Uranium Hexafluoride (DOE/EIS-0269 April 1999).
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MD192–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for DOE’s public outreach and
providing information necessary for informed public participation.  In
Sections 2.5 and 4.2, the No Action Alternative and its environmental impacts
is described as required by 40 CFR 1502.14.  This description makes clear to
the public and decisionmakers the environmental impacts of taking no action
rather than implementing the proposed action.

MD192–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The methods DOE proposes to use for surplus plutonium disposition are
based on proven and well-understood technologies.  Technological work
cited in this SPD EIS is work required to adapt those technologies to the
disposition of surplus plutonium and the engineering studies required to
design the disposition facilities to meet specific program needs.  Basic science
or proof of principal scientific work is required to implement the surplus
plutonium disposition program.

Hazardous waste management is discussed in Hazardous Waste sections in
Chapter 4 of Volume I and Section 1.8.2.  DOE plans to handle hazardous
waste generated as a result of the surplus plutonium disposition program in
accordance with the decisions made on the Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997).  The decision on hazardous waste, excluding
wastewater, was to continue to use off-site facilities for treatment at all sites
except ORR and SRS, where a combination of off-site and existing on-site
facilities may be used.

MD192–3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The term “cooperating agency” in this EIS has a narrower sense than that
used by the commentor.  DOE’s use of the term is in accordance with the
definition stipulated in 40 CFR 1501.5: another Federal agency that has
jurisdiction by law and/or has special expertise with respect to any
environmental issue.
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MD021–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex.  The analyses presented in
Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that the normal operation of these facilities would
likely have minor impacts on human health, agriculture, and livestock:
Sections 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2.4 address the potential radiological and hazardous
chemical effects of the maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public
at Pantex; Appendix J.3, the potential contamination of agricultural products
and livestock, and consumption of these products by persons living within
an 80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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MD021–2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the industrial use of
plutonium, the production of plutonium in general, and MOX fuel fabrication.
The United States no longer produces plutonium and DOE is not proposing
any option to make a profit.  The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition
program is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide
by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an
environmentally safe and timely manner.  Converting the surplus plutonium
into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors is an effective
way to accomplish this.

DOE analyzed numerous alternative disposition technologies in the Storage
and Disposition PEIS.  Immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication were chosen
by DOE as the best options to further analyze in this SPD EIS.  MOX fuel
fabrication is not a new technology.  The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use
in commercial reactors have been accomplished in Western Europe.  This
experience would be used for disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.




